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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: amendment filed 10/4/2004, petition under 
1.137(b) filed 10/4/2004, power of attorney change filed 9/17/2004. 

2. Claims 1-14 are pending in the case. Claims 1 and 1 1 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections '35 use §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hunt et 
al. (hereinafter "Hunt"), US 6,496,855 Bl priority filed 03/02/1999 in view of Kraemer, US 
6,490,602 filed 01/15/1999, 

Regarding independent claim 1, Hunt teaches accessing a first data profile containing a 
non-filtered set of data corresponding to a first user in col. 6 lines 44-52. Hunt also teaches the 
creation of different "personalities" which are filtered first data profiles wherein they contain a 
filtered set of data derived fi-om the first data profile in col 6 line 53 to col. 7 line 1 1 . What 
Hunt does not teach is the coalescing of data fi-om a fihered first data profile and the data fi-om a 
second data file to construct a third data set wherein the third data set is used to complete an 
online form such that certain data items required by the form relating to the first user are taken 
fi-om the secondary profile portion of the third data set. 
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Kraemer teaches in col. 4 lines 8-45 and also in col. 6 lines 16-33 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 
7 line 10 that a third data set, referred to as a purchase command, is constructed from data 
relating to the gift receiver and data relating to the gift giver. The purchase command combines 
the gift-recipient information contained in the gift with the gift-giver information submitted by 
the gift-giver user prior to the generation of the purchase command, thus the two sets of data are 
coalesced into one set contained in the purchase order. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Hunt with Kraemer to 
enabled users to have shared profiles guided by privacy preferences including transaction 
information such as billing and shipping addresses to complete a gift-giving-gift-receiving 
transaction over the internet. 

It would have been very desirable and obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the 
teachings to enhance the user data profiles protected by privacy preference policies of Hunt with 
the gift registry method and apparatus of Kraemer and create the claimed invention. The person 
of ordinary skill in the art would have desired to make this modification to have enhanced the 
registry process by reducing the time required to complete a transaction. By using the profiles 
taught by Hunt the person of ordinary skill would have created a system which uses the datasets 
pertaining to the gift-receiver and the gift-giver to have automatically filled out the vendor forms 
instead of the gift-giver having entered the data required for the purchase order each time said 
gift-giver wished to provide a gift for a gift-receiver. 

Regarding dependent claim 2, Hunt teaches in col. 6 line 64 - col. 7 line 5 selecting 
particular data items from the non-filtered set of data that the first user intends to share with one 



Application/Control Number: 09/523,410 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2176 

or more computer network users. Computer network users of the websites which the data may 
be released to may be able to use the data which is released to the websites. 

Regarding dependent claim 3, Hunt teaches in col. 6 line 64 - col. 7 line 5 creating a 
secondary data profile for a specific computer network user. The specific website which the first 
user's "personality" is set up for might be released only to another specific computer network 
user of that site. 

Regarding dependent claim 4, Hunt does not expressly teach that the specific computer 
network user is a gift giver and the first user is a gift receiver. Kraemer does teach that the 
specific computer network user is a gift giver and the first user is a gift receiver in col. 6 lines 
16-57. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine Kraemer into Hunt to create the claimed invention. One skilled in the art 
would have been motivated to have set up an online gift registry using the profiles of Hunt where 
the specific computer network user is a gift giver and the first user is a gift receiver. This would 
have been very desirable to have allowed the gift giver to have purchased gifts for the gift 
receiver over the intemet and not have had to travel to a store as previously was necessary to 
have purchased a gift through a gift registry for a gift recipient. 

Regarding dependent claim 5, Hunt teaches in col. 6 line 53 - col. 7 line 10 that the 
privacy preferences of the "personalifies" or secondary data profiles are inherited fi-om the first 
primary data profile privacy policies. 



Application/Control Number: 09/523,410 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2176 

Regarding dependent claim 6, Hunt teaches in col. 6 line 53 ~ col. 7 line 10 that the 
privacy preferences attached to the secondary data profile determine how the secondary data 
profile will be used. 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Hunt does not teach taking data from the secondary data 
profile relating to shipping and specific characteristics of the first user and taking data fi-om the 
second primary data profile relating to billing. Kraemer does teach a purchase command in col. 
4 lines 8-45 and col. 6 lines 16-57 which requires data fi-om both the gift giver and gift recipient 
in order to appropriately fill out the vendor purchase form. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine Kraemer into Hunt to create the claimed invention. It would have been 
obvious and desirable to have used the profiles of Hunt to have increased the automation of 
filling out the vendor purchase form and thus reducing the amount of time required for the 
transaction. This benefit would have suggested the combination of the two teachings to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. 

Regarding dependent claim 8, Hunt does not teach automatically filling in an online 
form with data fi*om the third data set once the first user has been selected by a second user. 
Kraemer does teach in col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 10 filling out an online vendor form 
automatically with a purchase command which is the equivalent of the third data set because the 
purchase command contains information pertaining to both the first and second users. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine Kraemer into Hunt to create the claimed invention. Automatic form filling 
techniques were well known to one of ordinary skill in that art at the time of the invention and it 
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would be desirable to implement such techniques to decrease the amount of time required to 
process a gift transaction. It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify Hunt with Kraemer to use the data profiles provided by Hunt to have automatically filled 
online vendor forms as is taught by Kraemer. The profiles would have saved the users fime since 
they would not have entered their billing, shipping and other characteristic information 
respectively each time they enter into a transaction. 

Regarding dependent claim 9, Hunt teaches in col. 6 line 53 - col. 7 line 10 requesting 
access to use the secondary data profile which may be in response to a notification to fill in an 
online form. 

Regarding dependent claim 10, Hunt teaches in col. 6 line 7 - col. 7 line 10 granting 
access to the secondary data profile which may thereby enabling a computer network user to fill 
in the online form. The computer network user may access the secondary profile through the 
website receiving the data fi-om first user and then use that data to fill in an online form at a 
vendor website. 

Regarding independent claim 11, Hunt teaches in col. 6 line 53 - col. 7 line 10 creating 
a filtered data set containing data the information provider is willing to share with particular 
third-party users, including the information requester. What Hunt does not teach is retrieving an 
online merchant form having a plurality of fields, inserting data fi-om the information requester, 
the online merchant form having a plurality of fields, or granting access to the filtered data set by 
the information provider to the information requester so that data from the filtered data set is 
inserted into a second subset of the plurality of fields, wherein the online merchant form is fi"om 
an online merchant not affiliated with any other online merchant. Kraemer does teach this in col. 
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6 lines 16-33, col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 10 and in col. 5 lines 30-39. Kraemer discloses that an 
online vendor form, which has a plurality of fields, may be received fi-om a vendor and that it 
may be filled out automatically with the purchase command. The purchase command combines 
the gift-recipient information contained in the gift with the gift-giver information submitted by 
the gift-giver user prior to the generation of the purchase command, thus the two sets of data are 
coalesced into one set contained in the purchase order. Kraemer also discloses that the vendor 
may be "unlisted" which means the vendor is not affiliated with the enhanced server aiding the 
user. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine Kraemer into Hunt to create the claimed invention. It would have been 
desirable and obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
profiles of Hunt to provide the data for online merchant forms since a major purpose of the 
internet is to promote electronic commerce. Furthermore, it would have been obvious and 
desirable to use the teaching of Kraemer to modify Hunt so that the information may be provided 
to online vendors, or merchants, regardless of their affiliation. This would greatly enhance the 
product offered to the users in that they are not constrained by a particular network of vendors as 
disclosed in Kraemer. The ability of the user to make purchases fi-om "unlisted" web sites grants 
more fi*eedom to the user and thus increases the chance that the user would have used the gift- 
purchasing product. 

Regarding dependent claim 12, Hunt does not teach wherein the online merchant is not 
associated with a network or group of other online merchants. Kraemer teach wherein the online 
merchant is not associated with a network or group of other online merchants in col. 5 lines 30- 
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39. The online vendors may be "unlisted" which means they are not part of the network of 
vendors affiliated with the enhanced server assisting the user. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine Kraemer into Hunt to create the claimed invention. It would have been 
obvious and desirable to have used the teaching of Kraemer to have modified Hunt so that the 
information would have been provided to online vendors, or merchants, regardless of their 
affiliation. This would have greatly enhanced the product offered to the users in that they would 
not have been constrained by a particular network of vendors as disclosed in Kraemer. The 
ability of the user to make purchases from "unlisted" web sites would have granted more 
freedom to the user and thus increased the chance that the user would have used the gift- 
purchasing product. 

Regarding dependent claim 13, Hunt teaches dynamically updating the filtered data set 
by the information provider such that the information requester has access to only the updated 
information in Fig. 5 and col. 9 lines 16-45. The user may log in and change the information and 
privacy policies an indefinite number of times. 

Regarding dependent claim 14, Hunt teaches a filtered data set can be updated by 
editing an underlying un-filtered data set under the control of the information provider in Fig. 5 
and col. 9 lines 16-45. Changing the information and privacy policies at this point will alter the . 
"personalities" or filtered data sets accordingly and such changes may be made an indefinite 
number of times. 
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Response to Arguments 



5. Applicant's arguments filed 1 0/4/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Regarding Applicant's argument in pages 5 and 6 that Hunt et al (hereinafter 
"Hunt") and Kraemer do not teach or suggest all the limitations of independent claim 1, the 
Examiner respectfiilly disagrees. The creation of filtered profiles is taught by Hunt in col. 6 line 
53 to col. 7 line 11. Hunt also contemplates in col. 6 lines 44-47 that the user profile data could 
be shared with other users with the express permission of the user. Thus, Hunt contains the 
fi-amework teaching for conditionally sharing a filtered subset of data for use by another user. 
What Hunt does not teach is coalescing two sets of data to form a third set of data. The 
Examiner maintains the belief that Kraemer supplies this teaching in the creation of the purchase 
order. The purchase order of Kraemer is the claimed set of data. The data which is entered by 
the gift-giver in col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 19 is the second set of data. The first set of data is 
associated with the gift prior to the gift-giver initiating the creation of a purchase command. 
Kraemer describes how the first set of data associated with the gift-recipient is received and 
created in col. 6 lines 16-33. Thus, the Examiner maintains that the purchase order of Kraemer is 
a third set of data formed by the coalescence of a first set of data provided by a gift-recipient and 
a second set of data provided by a gift-giver. In this view, the Examiner believes the 
combination of teachings of Hunt and Kraemer render the invention as presented in claim 1 
obvious. 

Regarding Applicant's argument in pages 6 and 7 that Hunt and Kraemer do not teach or 
suggest all the limitations of independent claim 1 1, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. The 
Examiner believes that the purchase command of Kraemer does in fact teach coalescing data 
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from a first and second data set to create a third data set for the reasons set forth above in 
reference to claim 1. Li this view, the Examiner believes the combination of teachings of Hunt 
and Kraemer render the invention as presented in claim 1 1 obvious. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record, and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Van Dusen, US 6,594,644 Bl continuation of application filed 9/15/1998 discloses 
an electronic gift certificate system. 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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8. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 



examiner should be directed to Peter J Smith whose telephone number is 571-272-4101. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mondays-Fridays 7:00am-3 :30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Heather R Hemdon can be reached on 571-272-4136. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



PJS 

6/29/2005 




